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Application No. 



Applicant(s) 



1 Interview Summary 



10/607,895 



KREINER ET AL 



Examiner 



Art Unit 



Tuan A. Vu 



2193 



All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 



(1) Tuan A. Vu . 



(3). 



(2) Ted Naeckel . 



Date of Interview: 15 October 2007 . 

Type: a)E3 Telephonic b)Q Video Conference 

c)D Personal [copy given to: 1)Q applicant 2)D applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)D Yes e)^ No. 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: f. 

Identification of prior art discussed: Salmenkaita . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)D was reached. g)Q was not reached. h)[3 N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
GIVEN A NON-EXTENDABLE PERIOD OF THE LONGER OF ONE MONTH OR THIRTY DAYS FROM THIS 
INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO 
FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Interview 
requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 




Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 
Attachment to a signed Office action. 



Examiner's signature, if required 
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Paper No. 20071015 



Continuation Sheet (PTOL-413) 



Application No. 10/607,895 



Continuation bf Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicant's representative discussed about way to change to 
language of the claim so to overcome the objection and the 1 12 issues therein. Also discussed was the instruction 
being received at one device that would have to be incompatible with the other device; but according to the Examiner's 
view, this incompatibility is not claimed in sufficient terms to distinguish over normal situations where user input to a 
(e.g. portable) device, which input before or after conversion within said device would be compatible solely with that 
device platform, hence rendering the claimed limitation too broad to overcome well-known platform-specific native code 
operation. The discusssion was directed further towards improving the steps starting from the user input data, an 
intermediate form of conversion, leading to implementing of XML tag content based on such intermediate form. But the 
representative clarifies that the inventor has specific intention as far as limiting the claim to what it is; and further 
implementation details (e.g. W3C methodology) would be otherwise too well-known to add to the claim. The examiner 
suggested how implementing the XML format in light of a driver could be imparted with some specificity as to put forth 
the incompatibility limitation and thereby can yield some weight, as opposed to just claiming a input step and a XML 
translating step. No further progress had been identified because, according to the representative, of the constraint by 
which claims or changes thereto cannot go over what the Disclosure contains, particularly such change is not 
instructed by the inventor.. 



